Singh argues that top management should examine the managerial culture of the group and the organization before introducing change through human resources development (HRD) interventions.
Based on an analysis of 176 seniorlevel Indian managers, Singh identifies significant differences in the dimensions of culture among managerial groups categorized by sector (international, public, and private), education, and age. Based on their value orientation, Singh classifies HRD interventions into three families and recommends the family of HRD interventions most suited to different cultural groups.
JP Singh is Professor of Organizational Behaviour at the Indian Institute of Management, Ahmedabad.
HRD assumes that people prefer to change and that individuals have drives towards personal growth and development which are activated when the environment is supportive and challenging. HRD also assumes that individuals wish to be accepted in at least one small reference group beyond the family, such as the work group. While these assumptions are universally accepted by behavioural theorists and practitioners as valid, it is also accepted that the preference for individual versus group identity varies from individual to individual and group to group.
Research shows that the extent of this preference is largely determined by the culture, although other influences also operate. As a result, an individual's and a group's willingness to accept group rewards or differences in power also varies. For example, in an authoritarian culture, an ideal leader keeps a "respectable distance" from his subordinates, while in a democratic culture, a leader prefers close contact with the group he supervises. Similarly, satisfaction in individualistic cultures is derived out of jobs well done, whereas in collectivistic cultures, it comes out of work well recognized.
To a management embarking on change through HRD, intervention mechanisms are available that strengthen either individual or group orientations. Analysis shows that differences in the value orientation of various HRD interventions not only affect their suitability to a managerial culture, but also their feasibility. Performance counselling, for example, is an individually-oriented intervention, whereas team building tends to promote a collective culture. While it is possible to introduce both these interventions in any organization, the ease of their introduction and effectiveness of outcome are likely to be determined by the prevailing organizational culture. For example, introducing group rewards in an individualistic culture or promoting individual merit in a collectivistic culture will both meet with resistance. Thus, greater time and effort will be needed if these interventions have to be successful.
Introducing cultural change is a managerial choice, although the manner of choice is important. The prevalent thinking about introducing change through HRD is that HRD is helpful and, therefore, introducing it in a form that makes practical sense is all that is needed. It is my thesis that managements have alternatives and can make more precise choices among HRD interventions. It is important to recognize that the choice of an HRD intervention is itself a crucial decision. Knowledge about prevailing culture is the key for making this decision.
I briefly examine next the culture and the values prevalent in Indian organizations.
Understanding Culture
The study of culture has followed many different routes. These include culture as the knowledge, beliefs, art, morale, laws, customs, capabilities, and habits man has acquired as a member of society. Scientific research, however, has treated culture as consisting of four elements, namely, norms, values, beliefs, and expressive symbols. The first three (norms, values, and beliefs) together constitute the ideational view of culture. Expressive symbols are products of behaviour. They indicate a way of life and thus constitute the behavioural view of culture. Managerial and organizational research has generally taken an ideational view of culture, thus relying on studies of values, norms, and beliefs.
A major breakthrough in understanding culture came through the cross-cultural study of 40 countries by Hofstede (1980) . Hofstede has identified four dimensions of culture: power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism, and masculinity. Figures 1 and 2 show the distribution of 40 countries on these four dimensions. A brief introduction to Hofstede's work is given in the box at the end of the article.
Indian Managerial Values
A study of Indian managerial culture (Singh, forthcoming) using Hofstede's model, based upon 176 senior-level managers belonging to 56 organizations spread over the country, showed that the Indian managers are low on all four dimensions. Table 1 presents results of this study. Table 1 shows that senior level Indian managers are very low both on power distance and individualism and moderately low on uncertainty avoidance and masculinity. The study also revealed that there were significant variations among managers in the three sectors (private, public, and international) and among four functional areas (production, marketing, finance,, and personnel). Some differences were associated with age and education. Table 2 summarizes these differences for sectors, functions, and age groups.
The international sector manager is characterized by high individualism and high masculinity, whereas the private sector manager is characterized by low individualism and low masculinity. The major characteristic of the public sector manager is uncertainty avoidance coupled with low masculinity. Thus, a typical manager in the international sector in India is assertive, values material wealth, and is more concerned about self and his family rather than a larger group to which he may belong. A private sector manager on the other hand is accustomed to think in terms of 'we' rather than T and is less assertive. The distinguishing characteristic of a public sector manager is bis ability to live with uncertainty in the face of stress. On the degree of rule orientation, however, he is no different from his counterparts in international and private sector. The differences clearly indicate that managers in public, private, and international sectors represent three cultural sets almost like three cultural islands.
These differences have implications for the choice of HRD mechanisms. To make a proper choice, the value orientations of different HRD mechanisms need to be examined. 
Families of HRD Mechanisms
HRD mechanisms can be categorized into three families based on their value orientations. I have included in Family 1 those mechanisms that assume and promote high individualism, medium to high power distance, and high uncertainty avoidance. They are neutral on masculinity. The mechanisms are performance and potential appraisal, feedback and counseling , and training.
Team building and organization development are mechanisms that promote collectivism, low power distance, and low uncertainty avoidance. They also promote a fair degree of femininity. I have included them in Family 2.
In Family 3,1 include those HRD mechanisms that can be tailored to suit the needed organizational culture. Rewards, for example, can be linked to either individual or group performance and can be used to push a cultural dimension (eg individualism) either way. Similarly, promoting quality of work life through work redesign can be used to increase or decrease individualism and power distance. It may be argued that even appraisals can be linked to individual or group performance. This may be true. But their overall thrust is individual achievement-they promote individualism. It should be noted that although we have talked of three distinct families, Family 3 can be used separately or in conjunction with Family 1 or 2. Table 3 presents a summary of value orientation of various HRD mechanisms in the three families.
I discuss next the choice among families of HRD mechanisms. There are two options before an organization in choosing a family of interventions :
• promote a desired culture, or • strengthen the prevailing culture. Promoting Desired Culture. An organization may decide to change the existing individualistic oriented culture to a perceived "desirable" collectivistic culture or the existing "low power distance" culture to a desired "high power distance" culture. Such a strategy of change would require confronting existing values and raising an open debate about Vol. 14, No. 1, January-March 1989 what constitutes a desirable culture and why.
Strengthening Prevailing Culture. On the other hand, an organization may decide to strengthen the existing culture which is also perceived as the desired culture. Such a course will be easier to implement. The first course will take greater effort and longer time. The desired direction of movement thus remains a strategic decision.
Recommendations
Assuming that an organization chooses to build upon the prevailing culture and strengthen it further, it is possible to select appropriate families of HRD mechanisms which help this process. Based upon this assumption, Table 4 presents my recommendations. The interventions suggested for the individualistici high masculinity groups, the marketing function, the international sector, and the younger managers are from Family 1, namely, performance and potential appraisal and counselling.
The interventions suggested for the less individualistic, low masculinity groups, the personnel and finance functions, the private sector, and the middle aged managers are from Family 2. The same interventions are also recommended for the public sector which is characterized by low masculinity and low uncertainty avoidance. As noted earlier, Family 3 which is culture specific and consists of quality of worklife and rewards, can be tailored to the needed value orientation and for any group. It can also be used effectively both in conjunction with Family 1 or 2 or by itself.
Only Family 3 is recommended for the production group which is characterized by high individualism and low masculinity (Table 4 ). The mixed identity makes it imperative that a choice betw'een Family 1 and Family 2 for this group must be based upon the knowledge of the existing culture.
My suggestions are based upon data across organizations and the general cultural identity of the groups discussed. It is possible that the cultural identity of an organization and its sub-groups may be unique and different from the general pattern. It will, therefore, be advisable to collect data from the organization and from all levels, viz. managerial, supervisory, and worker levels, for identifying the organizational culture before the choice of HRD strategy is made.
Four Dimensions of Managerial Culture
Hofstede (1980) defined culture as "the collective programming of the mind which distinguishes members of one category of people from those of another." He also developed an instrument called the Values Survey Module (VSM), for studying culture and work-related values. The survey material for Hofstede's research on value dimensions of culture was collected from employees of subsidiaries of one large US-based multinational corporation. The total data bank contained more than 116,000 questionnaires collected from unskilled workers to Ph Ds and top managers. Hofstede's four dimensional model has been generally accepted as valid.
An analysis of the 40-country data led to identification of four basic value dimensions and an empirical model of culture. These four value dimensions were: Power distance, Uncertainty avoidance, Individualism, and Masculinity. Briefly, they are described below. Power Distance indicates the extent to which a society accepts that power in institutions and organizations is distributed unequally. This is reflected in the values of the less powerful members of society just as much as in the values of more powerful ones. The Power Distance Index (PDI) measures this acceptance of inequality between the boss and his subordinate. In the organizational context, a high PDI score indicates a situation where subordinates are afraid of expressing disagreement with the boss, whereas more egalitarian norms prevail in low PDI score organizations. Hofstede found India, Philippines, and Mexico among the relatively high PDI scoring countries and Scandinavia, Israel, and Austria among low PDI scoring countries. Uncertainty Avoidance indicates the extent to which people in a society feel threatened by uncertain and ambiguous situations and the extent to which they try to avoid such situations by adopting strict codes of behaviour, believing in absolute truths, providing career stability, establishing more formal rules, and not tolerating deviant ideas and behaviours. It indicates the extent to which people within a culture are made nervous by situations which they consider as unstructured, unclear, or unpredictable. The Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI) measures the rule orientation, employment stability, and stress tolerance in society. A high UAI score indicates a greater anxiety in the face of uncertainty and a desire to live by rules. Among the high UAI scoring countries in the Hofstede's sample were Japan, Greece, and Portugal, while low UAI scoring countries were Sweden, Denmark, and Singapore. India was a low UAI scoring country, thereby indicating a relatively high tolerance for ambiguity. Individualism describes the relationship between the individual and the collectivity which prevails in a given society and is reflected in the way people live together. High individualism implies a loosely knit social framework in which people are supposed to take care of themselves and their immediate families only. Collectivism is characterized by a tight social framework in which people distinguish between in-groups and out-groups and expect their in-group, relatives, clan, and organization to look after them. In exchange for that they feel they owe the collective absolute loyalty.
Thus, individualist cultures assume that a person looks primarily after the interests of his own and the immediate family while collectivist cultures assume that a person belongs to one or more close ingroups from which he cannot detach himself. The Individualism Index (IDV) is a composite measure of relative importance of' personal and family time,' 'desirable living area,' 'cooperative colleagues,' and 'good working conditions.' Hofstede found the highest IDV values for the US, Australia, and Great Britain and lowest for Venezuela, Colombia, and Pakistan. The score for India was slightly below the middle towards collectivism. Masculinity indicates the extent to which dominant values in a society are 'masculine,' such as assertive-ness, acquisition of money and things, and not caring for others, quality of life, or people. Femininity, on the other hand, means affiliation and social relationships, a concern for people, and for quality of life. The Masculinity Index (MAS) measures the extent to which members of a society tend to endorse goals identified as masculine and is a composite of the relative importance of 'security of employment,' 'opportunity for high earnings,' 'opportunity for advancement to higher level jobs,' and 'security of employment.' Hofstede found Japan, Austria, and Venezuela to be high on masculinity and the Scandinavian countries and the Netherlands low on masculinity. India's score was slightly above average. Some variations in Hofstede's results from a representative national study are inevitable since his study was based upon a single MNC operating across countries. The study was not intended to, and therefore does not represent the national culture of these countries. The usefulness of his results lies in the relative positioning of the countries and their conceptual basis.
